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REASONS FOR REQUESTING PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REVIEW 

In the Final Office Action dated August 27, 2009 ("Final Office Action") 
independent claims 1, 16, and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Draper et al., U.S. Patent 7,152,062 ("Draper") in view of Brown et 
al., U.S. Pat. Pub. 2006/0265260 ("Brown"). Therefore, all of the claims stand or fall 
together based on the application of Draper in view of Brown to independent claims 1, 
16, and 28. Appellants respectfully submit that the Final Office Action had a clear error 
because the claimed limitations of an analyzer that analyzes the requested data 
wherein the analyzer "performs calculations" on the requested data "according to the at 
least one information command layer script received from the application program 
interface," as recited in claim 1 and similarly recited in claims 16 and 28, are clearly not 
met by Draper in view of Brown. 

Claim 1: 

L Draper in view of Brown does not teach or suggest an analyzer that analyzes the 
at least a portion of the requested data wherein the analyzer performs calculations on 
the at least a portion of the requested data according to the at least one information 
command layer scripted received from the application program interface. 

Draper in view of Brown does not disclose "an analyzer... analyzes the at least a 

portion of the requested data wherein the analyzer performs calculations on the at least 

a portion of the requested data according to the at least one information command layer 
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scripted received from the application program interface." On pages 3-4 of the Final 
Office Action stated that "Draper does not expressly teach an analyzer that receives the 
response from the receiver component, and the analyzer analyzes the at least a portion 
of the requested data where in the analyzer performs calculations on the at least a 
portion of the requested data according to the at least some information command layer 
script received from the application program interface." Thus, the Final Office Action 
relied on Brown to teach the above cited limitation of claim 1 . More specifically, page 4 
of the Final Office Action stated that the claimed analyzer is taught by the "script 
processor 204" of Brown as disclosed in paragraphs 0097-0099 of Brown. Appellants 
respectfully disagree. 

Appellants respectfully submit that the "script processor 204" of Brown does not 
teach or suggest the claimed analyzer because Brown does not teach or suggest that 
the script processor 204 performs calculations according to an information command 
script received from an application program interface. Additionally, the "script processor 
204" cannot be interpreted as the claimed analyzer because Brown does not teach or 
suggest that the data retrieved by the script processor 204 from the product database 
210 (i.e., the products table 402 and the competitive products table 432), which is used 
in the calculations, is data that has been retrieved using an information service layer 
script and formatted based upon the formatting described in an information service 
layer script. 

Furthermore, Appellants respectfully submit that it would not have been obvious 
to combine the teachings of Draper with the teachings of Brown. On pages 4-5, the 
Final Office Action stated, "A person having ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to modify the teachings of Draper with the teachings of Brown by configuring 
Draper's invention with an information command layer script (i.e., script executed by 
script processor in accordance with TJ0097-1J0098, of Brown) to perform a calculation on 
the resulting data retrieved from the execution of one or more of Draper's lenses (see 
col. 4, lines 5-col. 5, line 24, read as the information service script)." Appellants 
respectfully disagree. 

Referring to figure 2 of Brown, Appellants note that the script processor 204, 
which is being interpreted as the claimed analyzer, is located on a server which is 
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separate and distinct from the customer browsers 214 (e.g., clients). In contrast, figure 
2 of Draper discloses that the lenses and lens API are on the client side (i.e., elements 
210-a and 210-b). Thus, referring to figure 2 of Draper, combining the teachings of 
Draper with the teachings of Brown would result in the performing calculations on the 
server side (i.e., elements 220-a and 220-b) before the lenses received any data, and 
not "performing] a calculation on the resulting data retrieved from the execution of one 
or more of Draper's lenses," as suggested by the Final Office Action. Thus, if the 
teachings of Draper were combined with the teachings of Brown such that the script 
processor 204 of Brown were included in Draper, the alleged information command 
layer script performed by the script processor 204 on the server side of Draper (i.e., 
elements 220-a and 220-b) would be performed prior to the processes performed by 
the lenses of Draper, which are alleged to be the claimed information service layer 
script. Performing the information command layer script prior to the information service 
layer script is contrary to the limitations of claim 1 . 

Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that the Final Office Action had a 
clear error because the limitations of an analyzer that analyzes the at least a portion of 
the requested data wherein the analyzer performs calculations on the at least a portion 
of the requested data according to the at least one information command layer scripted 
received from the application program interface are clearly not met by Draper in view of 
Brown. 

II. Draper in view of Brown does not teach or suggest formatting as claimed. 

Draper in view of Brown also does not disclose "a receiver component 
communicating with the information service layer that receives a response from the 
information service layer, the response formatted based upon the formatting described 
in the information service layer script, and the response including at least a portion of 
the requested data." The Office Action relied on col. 3, lines 27-44 and col. 6, lines 2-9 
to disclose this limitation. 

Column 6, lines 27-44 of Draper merely discloses receiving the results of the 
query from the server, and then transforming results of the query into a canonical 
format using the API. Thus, the received response in Draper is not already formatted, 
but rather is formatted after receipt by the function of the API on the client. In contrast, 
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the plain meaning of claim 1 is that the received response is already formatted based 
on the formatting described in the ISL script. 

Appellants respectfully submit that column 3, lines 2-9 of Draper is irrelevant to 
the claimed feature because it merely discloses a reference for defining a query 
language to support XML, which has nothing to do with formatting based on information 
in an ISL script. Thus, Appellants respectfully submit that neither of the cited portions 
of Draper can be interpreted as disclosing this feature. 

Furthermore, Appellants note that Draper teaches in column 21, lines 65-67- 
column 22, lines 1-7 that the API receives and stores query results, and the API 
retrieves the results transform from the XML document. Appellants also note that 
Draper teaches in column 4, lines 54-59 that the results transform is applied to query 
results to transform the query results into a canonical format and to specify various 
display attributes. Thus, while the results transform may transform the results 
according to other attributes (i.e., display attributes such as color) besides the data 
format, the results transform is only applied once to the query results. To the contrary, 
claim 1 requires that requested data is formatted twice (i.e., (1) the response formatted 
based upon the formatting described in the information service layer script and (2) the 
writer component formats the analyzed portion of the response). Accordingly, Draper in 
view of Brown does not teach or suggest formatting as claimed. Applicants respectfully 
submit that Brown does not cure the deficiencies of Draper. 

Claims 16 and 28: 

Claims 16 and 28 include limitations substantially similar to the limitations 
discussed in sections I and II above. The Final Office Action had a clear error because 
the limitations of claims 16 and 28 are clearly not met by Draper in view of Brown as 
detailed in the arguments of sections I and II above. 
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Conclusion 

Appellants respectfully submit that the Final Office Action had clear errors 
because all of the limitations of the claims were clearly not met by the applied art for the 
reasons stated above. Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request prosecution to be 
reopened and Appellants respectfully submit that the present application is in condition 
for allowance. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge payment of any further fees 
associated with any of the foregoing papers submitted herewith, or to credit any 
overpayment thereof, to Deposit Account No. 21-0765, Sprint. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: November 23. 2009 /Michael W. Piper/ 

Michael W. Piper 
Reg. No. 39,800 

Conley Rose, P.C. 

5601 Granite Parkway, Suite 750 ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANTS 

Piano, Texas 75024 

(972) 731-2288 

(972) 731-2289 (facsimile) 
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